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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
FACULTY SENATE MINUTES 
1980- 81 
Volume 5 
senate 
April 2, 1981 
TO: Members of the Faculty Senate 
FROM: Anne J. Br~ ecret ary 
SUBJECT: Meeting of the Faculty Senate 
The Faculty Senate will meet on Tuesday, April 14 , 1981 , 
at 3:30 p.m. in the Kiva: 
The agenda will include the fol l owing i t ems: 
(pp. 1 - 4) 1. Summarized Minutes of March 10 
2 . 
(p. 5) 
(p. 6) 
2. Information Report--Profes s or David Sanchez (a) Information re Parliamentary Procedure 
(b) Recommendation from Operations Commit t e e 
(pp. 7 -11) 
(p. 12) 
3. 
4. 
Proposed Revision of Senate Bylaws--
Professor C. G. Richards 
Recommendation from Student Affairs and 
Extracurricular Act i vities Committee--
Professor Jerry Born 
(pp. 13-14) 5. Proposal re French Summer Schoo l --
Professor J.D. Finley III 
(pp. 15-18) 6. Proposed Copy r ight Policy--Pro fessor 
Richard Wil l iams 
(p. 19) 
(p. 20) 
7. Final Report of ICES Task For ce--Professor 
Larry Gorbet 
8. Report on Bas i c Skill s Program--Professor 
Rodney Young (Report will be a vailab l e at meeting) 
9. Report from Undergradu a te Academic Affairs 
committee--Professor Charles Woodhouse 
THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
April 14, 1981 
(Summarized Minutes) 
The April 14, 1981 meeting of the Faculty Senate was called to 
order by President David Sanchez at 3 : 40 p.m. in the Kiva. 
The minutes of the meeting of March 10, 1981 were approved 
as distributed. 
Copyright Policy. Professor Richard Williams, for the Research 
Po~icy Committee, explained that the proposed copyright policy as 
printed in the agenda was developed by a subcommittee of the 
Res7arch Policy Committee chaired by Professor Frank Ikle. Th e 
policy has been reviewed by the University Counsel and the 
cen~ral administration. He moved that the Senate approve the 
policy as submitted. 
An amendment was made to delete the following paragraph 
from the policy: 
"In cases where creation of a copyrightable work 
involves extensive use of University personnel~facilities, 
supplies, or equipment, even though the work is not 
part of an employee's University assignment, t he 
University may claim ownership of copyright in the 
work. Such cases are to be negotiated in advance 
between the University and the individual author(s). 
It is the responsibility of the University employee to 
~otify the University when a copyright is being sought 
in cases where there could be joint ownership. The 
University will not construe as extensive the use of 
library facilities, office space, or salarz, in_clai~ing 
copyright for work not part of an employees University 
assignment." 
c _The amendment was approved and the motion, as amended, 
arried. It was pointed out that the policy must now be returned 
to the University counsel the Research Policy Committee, and the 
central administration fo~ further comment and action. 
~nformation Report. President Sanchez told the Senate that he 
K~d sent a letter on behalf of the Faculty Senate to Gover~or 
w~~g thanking him for his veto of the amendment t~ House Bill 2 
ic~ pertained to sabbatical leaves. He also said that a 
~~mmi~tee, including Regents Calvin Horn and Ann Jour~an, was 
· udying the sabbatical leave policy and the Senate will be 
inform d e of any developments. 
0 A motion printed in the agenda, and recommended by the 
a~erations Committee, states that a parliame~tarian be pr~sent 
be each Senate meeting. The Operations committee w?u~d lik~ t o 
able to request allocation of funds from the adminis~ration to 
~:ya parliamentarian for his or her services. The motion, as 
commended, carried. 
I 
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Sena~e Bylaws. ~rofessor C. G. Richards, for the Operations 
Commit tee, e x ~lained that th~ proposed revision of senate bylaws, 
as pre~e~ted.in the agenda, i~corporated three major changes: 
(1) Elimination of the Executive Committee, (2 ) Senators are 
enco~raged, rather than required, to serve on university 
committees, and (3) Senators may speak no more than twice for a 
limit of five minutes on any one issue. 
The following amendments to the proposed bylaws were 
approved: 
1. Senators are encouraged to serve on a university 
committee and will be given priority consideration in 
appointments to committees. 
2. The words "No Senator may speak to any one issue more 
than twice" were deleted. 
The proposed bylaws, as amended, carried. 
Student Affairs and Extracurricular Activities Committee. As 
recommended by Professor Jerry Born, Chair, the Senate approved 
the elimination of the student Affairs and Extracurricular 
Activities Committee. Professor Born explained that the 
Committee did not have a charge and was unable to define its 
responsibilities. 
French Summer School at Taos. Professor J. D. Finley III, Chair 
of the Senate Graduate Committee, said t hat the Committee has 
approved (1) the offering of an M.A. in French at t he Taos Summer 
Scho~l and (2) the offering of up to seven credits per summe7 
sess7on. He explained that the offering of up to seven credits 
was in violation of an earlier policy of the Senate Graduate 
Committee which states "graduate credit earned in concentrated 
courses and workshops that have been approved for such credit may 
not exceed one hour of credit per wee~ of work•" . Howe:7er, the 
French Summer school takes place in five weeks with thirty days 
of classes during that time. Because of this, the Committee 
reconunended that the Senate make an exception in the case of the 
French Summer School. The senate approved the two recommendations 
as presented. 
2 ., 
Report of the ICES Task Force. Professor Larry Gorbet of the ICES 
Task Force said that after the November 11, 1980 meeting o f the. 
Faculty senate, the Faculty and staff Benefits and Welfare ~ommittee 
Was asked to study the use of the Instructor course Eval~ation 
System. The committee appointed a Task Force to make this study 
:nd the report is included in the agenda. He asked the.senate ~ receive the report and to urge that the ICES not b~ implemented 
without consideration of the report. The Senate received the 
report and the Operations committee will decide the next steps 
to be taken . 
~ort on the Basic Skills Program. Professor ~odney Young, 
rector of the Testing Division, gave an overview of the second 
evaluation of the University Skills Program (USP) . He said that 
IJ 
Page 3 23 
the.eval~ation indicated that the proportion of students needing 
bas7c skills courses has somewhat declined over a three year 
period, and that students who took the program survived in the 
in the follow-up courses at a slightly hicjler rate than did the 
control group of students who did not take the basic skills courses. 
Also, the requirement to take a 100 level course in Math improved 
mathematical skills and even prompted students to take additional 
courses in the area. No effect was found for Social Science and 
Natural Science although there was some tendency for the USP students 
in Natural Science to perform better than the control students. 
The factor appears to be the number of courses taken regardless 
of whether at the 100 level or not, suggesting that the issue may 
be one of mandatory courses for lower level students. USP students 
survived at basically the same rate as comparable control students 
and overall grades for the two groups were approximately the same. 
Student perceptions were generally positive, more so at the end 
of the term than at the beginning. 
Since members of the Senate had not received the full report, 
Secretary Brown was asked to distribute copies, and discussion was 
~ostponed until the Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee makes 
its report at the May Senate meeting. 
Report ~rom the Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee. ~rofessor 
Zane Taichert explained that last year the Senate approved in 
principle that all students demonstrate an acceptable level of 
co~petence in writing skills prior to their transfer out of 
Univ~rsity College~and the Undergraduate Ac~demic Affairs 
Committee was charged with working out a suitable plan to 
accomplish this objective. She thereupon move~ ~hat II All . 
students must demonstrate competence in the writing of English 
before.they transfer to any degree-granting colle~e o 7 program of 
the University." She further stated that the motion ~ncluded . 
the entire text, printed on page 20 of the agenda, which ou~lined 
procedures for transfer students to demonstrate competence in 
the writing of English and also listed scores and exams to be 
accepted in lieu of English 102 or the CST. . 
Extended discussion followed and some of the points made 
were: (1) the requirement of English 102 as a course to .be 
~ompleted before transferring out of university College is actually 
imposing an entrance requirement on the ind~vidua~ co~leges; 
(2) mandating such an entrance requirement is an infringe~ent on 
the autonomy of each college to set its own entrance requirements; 
(3) the Senate has the right and duty to decide on the bro~d . 
question of minimum academic requirements for the whole University; 
(4) all faculty members are concerned with writing competence of 
st~dents; and (S) the CST is not a sufficient test to measure 
Writ· ing competence. 
At 5·30 pm 11 'ndicated that a quorum was not present; th . • • a quorum ca i . . f th above 
ma~refor~, the meeting adjourned. The d~scussion o e 
ter will be continued at the May meeting. 
submitted, 
(3 Ways) 
As requested by Dave Sanchez : 
According to your Parliamentary Authority, Robert's Rules of Order , 
newly revised; pages 259- 260 
Reconsider the vote: 
Reconsider enables a majority in an assembly, within~ limited time, 
and without notice, to bring back for f urther consideration a motion 
which has already been voted upon . 
The motion to reconsider must be made by a member who voted on the 
prevailing side. 
In a one day meeting, the motion to reconsider can be made only on 
the ~ day the vote ~ be considered was taken. 
In a convention, 
be moved only on 
vote was taken. 
or session of more than one day , reconsideration can 
the s ame or the next succeeding day after the original 
Majority vote reconsider. 
Amend Something Previously Adopted: 
RORNR page 256 
This motion is used, when , if it is desired, to change only a part of 
the text or substitute a different version . 
It requires a) 
b) 
c) 
2/3 vote 
majority vote when notice of intent 
to make the motion, stating the 
complete substance of the propose~ 
change has been given at the previous 
meeting or in the call of the present 
meeting 
vote of the majority of t he entire member-
ship whichever is the most practical to 
obtain . 
(A negative vote on these motions can be 
reconsidered, but not an affirmative vote) 
Irene Navarre, R.P . 
Registered Parliamentarian 
II THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
DATE: Apri l 2, 1981 
To: Members of the Faculty Senate 
FRoM: Operations Comrni ttee 
~~~ Parliamentarian 
In view of the recorrunendations transmitted to the Senate 
by the Corrunittee of Five and the response to the questionnaire 
on Senate organization, the Senate Operations Conunittee 
reconunends that a parliamentarian be present at each 
Senate meeting. 
bmg 
March 31, 1981 
UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
BYLAWS OF THE FACULTY SENATE 
I. Senate Structure 
A. Officers 
1. The Senate shall elect the following officers and 
representatives annually 
(a) President 
(b) Vice President 
(c) Three members of the Senate Operations conunittee 
2. Duties of Officers 
(a) The President shall have the following duties 
(1) Serve as chairperson of the Senate, and the 
Operations committee 
(2) Represent the Faculty before the Regents, 
Administration and other groups as appropriate 
(3) Appoint ad-hoc conunittees as necessary to 
conduct Senate business 
(b) The Vice President shall have the following duties 
(1) Serve on the Operations conunittee 
(2) Perform the duties of the President in the 
absence of the President 
3. Election of Officers and Operations conunittee Members 
(a) The election of the President, Vice President, and 
Operations committee members shall be conducted 
annually at a special meeting of the incoming Senate 
held at the close of the spring term of the pre-
ceding academic year. 
(b) The election shall be chaired by the outgoing 
President of the Senate. 
(c) The new officers and Operations committee members 
shall take office on July 1 of the year of their 
election. 
(d) Nominating petitions for Senate President and Vice 
President, signed by at least three senators from 
the incoming senate, may be submitted to the 
Committee of Five through the university Secretary 
in advance of the special meeting. Additional 
7 
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(d) con't 
nomi~ations ~ay be made from the floor at the 
spe?ial meeting . The Committee of Five will 2. 
ver7fy the willingness to serve of the advance 
nominees. Should less than two nominations 
b~ received for either office, the committee of 
Five may sol icit additional nominations . 
(e) Nominees for Vice President s hall not be from the 
same school or college as that of the President . 
(f) The three additional elected members of the 
Operations Committee s hall be from different 
schools or colleges . 
B . Senat e Operations committee 
1. Membership 
(a) The President, Vice President and three voting 
members of the Senate elected by the Senate 
(b) The President of the Senate shall serve as 
chairperson of the Senate Operations committee . 
2 . Duties 
(a) Perform basic administrative functions to faci-
litate the work of the Senate and Senate 
Committees 
(b) Establish priorities and set agenda for Senate 
meetings 
(c) Transmit to the senate with recommendations as to 
adoption a l l reports, recommendations and proposals 
received from senate committees . In performing 
this function , the Operations committee shall not 
change committee recommendations or proposals with-
out the approval of the originating committee . It 
may refer a recommendation back to the committee 
for further study or it may present its own recommen-
dations to the senate together with those of the 
originating committee . 
(d) coordinate the activities of all Senate committees 
(e) study senate procedures.an~ structure and make 
recommendations for their improvement 
c. 
3 
(f) Recommend to the Senate changes in the 
committee structure in keeping with Article 
Section 6 (g) of the Faculty constitution I, 
(g) Refe7 reports, recommendations or proposals 
submitted by a Senate committee to another 
Senate Committee or directly to a college admini-
strator or other officer if additional comment 
appears to be needed 
(h) Function as a committee on committees. (Recommend 
to the Senate the appointment of committee members 
and chairpersons) 
Other Senate committees and Representation (See Section III 
for membership and duties) 
1. Standing Committees of the Senate. All standing committees 
are responsible to the Senate, report to the Senate 
Operations committee, and have their faculty membership 
appointed by the Senate. 
(a) Admissions and Registration committee 
(b) Athletic council 
(c) Budget Review committee 
(d) Computer use committee 
(e) comm.unity Education committee 
(f) Curricula committee 
(g) Faculty Ethics and Advisory committee 
(h) Faculty and staff Benefits and welfare committee 
(i) General Honors council 
(j) Graduate committee 
(k) Library committee 
(1) Long Range Planning committee 
(m) Research Allocations committee 
(n) Research policy committee (o) Scholarships, Prizes, and Loans committee 
(p) School Relations committee (q) Student Standards and Grievance committee 
(r) Undergraduate Academic Affairs committee 
(s) University committee on Human Subjects 
(t) University Press committee 
2. Administrative committees with faculty representatives 
appointed by the Senate. Faculty members on this 
Committee shall make periodic reports to the Senate 
whenever such reports are considered appropriate by 
them and/or when requested to do so by the Operations 
Committee. 
(a) campus Planning committee 
3. Student committees with faculty representatives appointed 
by the senate. Faculty members on these committees shall 
make periodic reports to the senate whenever such reports 
are considered appropriate by them and/or when requested 
to do so by the operations committee. 
3. con't 
(a) Cultural Programs Committee 
(b) International Affairs committee 
(c) Intramural and Recreation Board 
(d) New Mexico Union Board 
(e) Speakers committee 
(f) Student Publications Board 
(g) Student Radio Board 
II. Senate Operating Policies 
A. Committees 
4 
1. In its capacity as a committee on committees th 
Operations committee shall make recommendati~ns to 
the Senate for all committee appointments (including 
conunittee chairpersons) t ha t are the responsibility 
of the Senate. These appoi ntment s s hal l be voted 
on by the Senate. 
2. All members of the university voting faculty ar 
eligible for appointment to standing faculty 
committees or as faculty r epresentatives on adrnin'-
strative and student committees. Appointments sh 11 
be determined by the Senate upon recommendation of 
the Operations Comrnittee. 
3. During the Spring Semester of each year, all facul y 
shall be asked to rank t he vari ous cornrnittees accord ' ng 
to their preference for membership on those commit 
The Operations comrnittee s hall recommend appointm n 
to conunittees based as much as f eas ible upon th 
stated preferences of faculty members. 
4. Senators are encouraged t o serve on a Universi y 
Committ~e, and will be given priority cons idera ion 
in appo1n~ments to cornrn1ttees. 
5. Initial cornrnittee appointments will normally be 
effective on July 1 of t he year of the appointment. Re-
placement appointments will be e ffec tive when appro ed 
by the Senate, 
6. Administrative officers (provost s , Associate Provo t, 
Vice Presidents and college Deans ) shall not serve as 
Senate appointed commit tee ne mbe r s. 
B. Absenteeism 
1. After a senator has missed t wo Sena te meetings in n 
academic year t he senate Oper a tions comrnittee may 
recommend to t he senat e tha t the seat be declared 
vacant . 
2. After a committ ee member has mi ssed two meetings in 
academic year t he c ha irperson may recomme~d to th . 
Senate operati ons committee that the comrnitt e po 1 
be declared vacant, 
JD 
n 
on 
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c. Procedure 
l: s s\le-more 
1. Mo Sena toi may Sf""'ek t:.o::--anY one · 
-twice ~ 
I. ~ Each speaker is limited to five minutes each time 
when spe~king to an issue. 
. . 
~. ~ The Senate shall normally meet during the academic 
year on the second Tuesday of each month at 3:30 
p.m. 
III. committee Membership and Duties 
A. The duties and composition of committees presently 
listed in the Faculi;Y Handbook will r emain as stated . 
B. For committees not presently listed in the facult 
Handbook the composition will be as follows: 
2 7 
1. At least 12 members 
(a) one member from each of the .following academic 
areas (where possible given the number of faculty 
in each area): Architecture and planning. Education, 
Engineering, Fine Arts, Law, Library , Management, 
Medicine, Nursing, pharmacy including Dent 1 pro-
grams 
(b) 2 members from Arts and sciences 
(c) Additional members as recommended by the Operation• 
committee and approved by the Faculty senate 
2. Members shall normally serve two-year terms with 
approximately half of the membership appointed each 
year. 
3. committee membership normally shall include both 
senators and non-senate faculty• 
JI 
A THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
DArE: March 26, 1981 
To: Anne J. Brown, Secretary of the University 
FRoM: J. L. Born, Associate Professor, College of Pharmacy ~ 
us1Ecr: Student Affairs and Extracurricular Activities Committee 
2, 
The membership of the Student Affairs and Extracurr icular Activities Committee 
has decided that the Committee should be eliminated, due to the lack of a charge 
and our inability to define responsibilities not covered by other existing 
Senate committees. 
We would like this item to be placed on the April Senat e agenda . 
JLB:scs 
THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICS AND ASTRONOMY 
DATE: April 1, 1981 
fu Anne Brown , Secretary of the University 
FRoM:J , D. Pinley, III, Chairman, Senate Graduate Committee 
ue1~cr: The French Summer School at Taos 
The attached request from the French Department requests two 
distinct authorizations with respect to their summer school 
at Taos. 
1 . Authorization to offer an M.A . in French at Taos . 
2 . Authorization to offer up to seven credit s per summer session. 
This reauest has been approved by the Arts & Sciences Graduate 
Committee and by the Senate Graduate Committee, and therefore 
now comes to the Sena te for approval . 
In April of 1980, resident credit for the French Summer School 
was granted and it was thought that student s would have to also 
take some courses at UNM before obtainin~ enough credit to 
receive the M.A. However , now the French Department wants per-
mission to offer the possibility of receiving the degree totally 
throu~h courses offered at Taos . There seems to be no problem 
with this. Last year , as well, the Senate passed (4/22/ 80) a set 
of policy guidelines for courses offered for graduate residence 
credit and this program satisfies quite handily all those guidelines . 
Therefore, request No . 1 seems very straightforward . 
Request No . 2 is in violation of the earlier policy of the 
Senate Graduate Committee , as 2rinted on p . 20 of the current 
Graduate Bulletin, that ''graduate credit earned in concentr~ted 
cours es and workshops that have been approved for such credit may 
not exceed one hour of credit per week of work . 11 
The French Summer School takes place in 5 weeks with 30 days of 
classes during that time (the equivalent of 6 weeks of classes ) . 
The Senate Graduate Committee recommended permitting this author-
ization to the French Summer School as an exception to this 
standing rule . However, it is because of this that I feel that 
the Senate itself definitely needs to vote on this issue . 
/ 3 
I ft THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
f>An;: 'February 9, 198 l 
To: Arts and Sciences Graduate '"o ,~1mittee 
Steven ~hilip~,~er Rnd Claude-Mn.riP. ~e~n~1P,er, Co-nirectors, French Summer School 
Suirf.i :r: ReP,11larization of the ~ituation of the ~rench Summer School at Taos 
On April 11, 1980 the r.radunte r.ommitte.e prAnte<l resident credit for the French 
Summer School. Our proposal Rt that time cl'tlled for two or three su~rs At 
Taos and a summer or semester at tNM. The reason for requiring attendence on 
campus was so that students could take certain courses that were not offered a t 
Taos. The question of how much credit might be offered was not raised by the 
Gradu~te Comr.tittee. At that time, tl\e school was re~ularly offering seven 
unde_r~raduate and graduate credits and sometimes ioore. 
Late in the Sprin~ of 1980 Ralph Norman, then Associate nean of Arts and Sciences, 
questioned whether we were not exceedinr, university limits on credit, The French 
and German summer schools were able to come to a~reement with him that no more 
than seven under~raduate credits were to be offered p_~r ~Tntll2!r: the issue of 
graduate credit was more complicated, and it was agreed to deal with the matter 
in 1980-1981. I 
This fall the French department was able to arrange thin~s in such fashion tha t 
all course requirements for the French M.A. could be met &c Taos. For it had 
become obvious as the school developed, that many hi~h school tenchers in the 
state and the region who lived too far away to be able to study durin~ the Y~~ r 
at TNM were interested in our summer pro~ram. 
We should like to make two requests to the Graduate Committee, 
1. AtrrHORIZATIO~ TO OFF'F.R A~ M.A. IN FRF.~CH AT 1.'aos . 
The German Summer School M.A. constitutes a precedent for this request. 
!· AUTHORIZATION TO OFFER N0 MORF. THA.N SEVF.N CREDITS per summer session at the 
rench Summer School. Because this request contravenes existing policy of not 
offering more than one credit per week, we should like to offer a rationa le: 
f -The French Summer School offers thirtv days of classes, i.e. the equi va lent 
0 six weeks, The request is thus only for one hour of credit more than t he formula 
provides. . 
-All University requirements concernin~ numbers of contact hours per credit 
are scrupulously met. 
-The program affords much more time for intensive study than one on campus. !aos is total immersion at all times. The amount of stu~y time is much grea t er 
ecause of the isolation of the school, absence of virtually all distractions , e t c . 
-Consultation with our students and faculty makes it clear thnt seven hour s 
ie A realistic limit. 
-Students receive a list of required books in courses several Tl'Onths be f ore 
they arrive and are expected to have done some of their reading prior to the 
session, 
-~tudents at Taos must take the same comprehensive exam in five to six field s 
88 on-campus students. This exarn is based on a list of re11ui red re a~inr,s , 
The Oueb i d T as the equivalent of Mi ddlebury. w b · ec r.overnment has already reco~ ze aos · a:t ~lieve that with the ndoption of these requeRtR • our master's pr o~r am can 
r,tct •1 \dJc-ning number of ~ra<luatc student s of high qua l i t y · 
;tf 
TO: 
FROM: 
SUBJECT: 
THE UNIVERSITY OF N EW MEXICO 
DATE: 3/ 31/ 81 
r 
,I(_ •• 
Richards, Vice-Pr~sident, Senate .~ 
J. Blackwell, Chair, Research Policy Committee ~ 
Copyright Policy 
C. G. 
Peggy 
The_ Research Poli~y Co~ttee recently approved the attached copyright 
polic~ for.the University of New Mexico. This policy will replace the 
copyright_ information now in the Faculty Handbook , pages E-1 and E- 2. 
For your information, t he material which is to be replaced is given below. 
A member of the faculty could become involved in copyright 
problems in at least t wo-ways: first, in securing permission to 
use copyrighted material - to quote it in a publication of his 
own, for example, or to reproduce it for use in his classes; and 
secondly, in obtaining proper copyright for his own writings, 
whether these be teaching materials he wants to make available 
to students or articles and books he is pub l ishing. In either 
case, the faculty member i s expected to proceed on his own (or 
through his publisher) , independent of any University agency. 
The faculty member should understand that he or she should not 
reproduce any copyrighted material in any form for circulation, 
whether free or for sale, without making sure beforehand that 
such reproduction will be done in accordance with the procedures 
outlined in the new copyright law passed in October, 1976. Anything 
clearly in the public domain may be copied without obtaining 
permission, but this, too, calls for careful checking since some 
things formerly considered in the public domain may no longer be 
so considered under the new law. 
Any faculty member who desires to protect his or her unpublished 
manuscripts or trial editions of textbooks , exercise manuals or any 
other item of similar nature should register them with the Copyright 
Office by depositing one complete copy of each unpublished work 
along with the proper claim form and fee. Failure to register 
does not inval idate copyrigh t in the work , but registration is a 
prerequisite for bringing any legal action for infringement and 
recovery of damages. 
With the passage of Public Law 94-553 in October of 1976, copyright 
procedures underwent sweeping revision. The complete set of the 
new copyright l aw in available in.several places including th~ 19 77 
edition of The Bowker AnnuaZ of L'Z,brary & Book Trade Inf ormation. 
New books explaining and interpreting the new law are beginning to 
appear. Information on these will be available through the 
Reference Department of the University of New M~xico Li~raries or 
the University of New Mexico Press. Necessary ~nformation and . 
proper forms for securing copyright can ~e obtained from the Register 
of Copyrights, Library of Congress, Washington , D.C. 20559 . 
;s-
t 3-19-81 ) 
"The University of New Mexico Copyright Po l icy" 
Preamble 
An employee of the University could become involved in copyrigh t 
problems in at least two ways: first, in securing permi ssi on to use 
copyrighted material to quote it in a publication of his / her own, for example, 
or to reproduce it for use in his/her classes; second l y, in obtaini ng proper 
copy-
right for his/her own writings, whether t hese be teach i ng mater i a ls he / she 
wants to make available to students or articles and books he/she is 
publishing . In either case, the employee is expected t o proceed on his / her 
own, or through his/her publisher, in accordance with t his Univer sity 
copyright policy . 
I. Use of Copyrighted Materials. 
Specific guidelines pertaining t o t he use of copyrigh ted materials 
will be available from the Off ice of Dean of Li brary Services . It 
is the University employee's responsibility t o become f amiliar with 
regulations pertaining to the use of copyrigh t ed mater ials . 
II. Determination of Rights to Copyrigh t Mater i als. 
Obj ec ti ve 
The promotion of research and scholarly writ ing i s an ess ential 
function of the University. In order to fost er such activities, 
the University shall maintain a poli cy in the handling of copyright, 
which will be generally f avorable t o t he author. The object i ve of 
- 1-
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Policy 
the University's copyright policy is to enable the University to 
maintain traditional incentives for scholarly work and its 
dissemination while at the same time protecting the rights of 
individuals and the University with respect to copyright, 
The University of New Mexico regards copyrightable material ( a 
book, musical or dramatic composition, architectural design, painting, 
sculpture, or other comparable work) developed by any employee as the 
property of the employee (author) unless: 
(1) the material is prepared under a grant or contract with spec i fied 
ownership; or 
(2) the material is prepared as a specific part of t he employee's 
University assignment, An employee's general obligation to produce scholarly 
works is not such a specific University assignment . 
The University of New Mexico will claim copyright ownership in t he name 
of the Board of Regents of the University in those cases where: 
(1) a University employee creates a copyrightable work in the course of 
discharging a University assignment; or 
(2) the University specially orders or commissions a "work f or hire;" or 
(3) University ownership is specified by terms of a gift, grant, or 
contract with an outside party or sponsored program, or other agreement, 
In ases where creation a copyrightable wor i nvolves extensive use 
of Universit; p~rsonnel facilities, pplies, or equipmell't, even though the 
work · is not part of an employee's Universr assignment, the 
claim ownership of copyright in the work, 
advance between the University ad the individual au hor ( s ) , 
-2-
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iversity may 
be ne ot i ated in 
respon "bility of the Univer ty employee to notify t University when a 
copyright is eing sought in there could be jo"nt ownership, The 
University will no construe as extensiv the use of library f ilities, 
office space, or salary, · claiming 
employee's University assignment. 
Interpretation and Implementation of Policy 
The Provost is responsible for the interpretation and implementation of 
the copyright policy for the University of New Mexico and for securing 
copyrights on behalf of the University . 
Decisions of the Provost may be appealed to ..the-Un-i-v-ei:-si..t.i R~ 
-Po-li-ey--&ommi~ the President and the Regents . 
Copyrights owned by the University are to be exercised in a manner 
consistent with the University's aim as an educational institution, to make 
material available to the public and to give recognition to authors in part as 
an incentive to produce such work , Copyright owners are encouraged to 
indicate their affiliation with the University of New Mexico , 
-3-
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A THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 
DATE: March 31, 1981 
To: Operations comrni ttee 
FRoM: Larry Gorbet, Acting Chair, ICES Task Force 
sue1Ecr: Final Report 
Below is the report of the ICES Task Force as approved 
on March 24: 
REPORT of the ICES TASK FORCE 
1. The ICES form is preferable to the previously used Kansas State form in 
giving instructors greater flexibility to design an evaluation that i s most 
useful for improving their particular courses . 
2 -
2. Instructors' needs to evaluate and improve courses are paramount and should 
not be subordinated to the evaluative needs of administrative units . Therefore, 
instructors should have maximum flexibility to choose the questions appearing on 
the form they use . 
3. We are concerned that the computer- processed output and university- wide 
adoption of ICES may lend it credibility unwarranted in the absence of information 
essential to meaningful comparison across units and courses . For example , the 
three "automatic" questions, which would be the likely bases of such comparisons, 
are presented in Instructor Reports as though significant influences on responses 
to them (e.g. maj or / non-major , required/elective etc . ) were irrelevant; the 
summary statistics and the interpretive "high", "low" , e t c . are independent of 
these factors and , indeed , norms for the automatic ques tions with controlled 
values of these other responses are unavailable unless parties using the results 
were to compute such themselves, a most unl ikely occurrence. In addition , there a 
are_n~t even suggested guidelines for time (and s ome other detail s) of 
administration; we suspect students may respond rather differently a week before 
classes end and at the end of their final examination , yet courses evaluated at 
both such times are compared. Guidelines should at least minimize this source 
of irrelevant response variation. In s urrunary , the validity of needed comparisons 
should ·be-maxirnized and limitations on the validity of comparisons using the 
ICES form should be , kept in mind whenever such comparis ons are attempted . 
4 • The "excellent instructors" list should not be compiled. The questionable 
validity already noted requires that comparisons be attempted only when 
absolutely necessary· such a list is not necessary. Moreover , there are no 
reasonably valid mea~ures of how much s tudents have learned from an instructor. 
If such a list were likely to contribute to the quality of courses at the 
Un~versity, these objections would be mitigated , but our suspicion i s that its 
principal effect would be t o encourage entertainment at the expense ~f substance . 
5• It is unclear precisely who has access to the results of ICES 
evaluations . This should be made clear and explicit each time request 
forms are sent to instructors . If an instructor decides to have copies 
of the Instructor Report sent to anyone else , only the Report proper 
should be sent - - not the student respcnse forms . Access to the latter 
should only be through the instructor. Once responses have been tabulated 
anct Instructor Reports have been s ent to the instructor , no one shall 
have access to these without the explicit consent of the instructor . 
/Q 
I 
March 25, 1981 
To: Faculty Senate 
From: Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee 
Subject: Recommendation on student demonstration of competence in writing 
In response to the Faculty Senate I s request that the UAAC work out a "suitable plan" 
for requiring that "all students demonstrate an acceptable level of competence in 
writing skills prior to the time they transfer out of the University College" 
(Minutes: March 11, 1980), we recommend adoption of the following motion, to take 
effect in the 1982-83 academic year. 
ALL STUDENTS MUST DEMONSTRATE COMPETENCE IN THE WRITING OF ENGLISH 
BEFORE THEY TRANSFER TO ANY DEGREE-GRANTING COLLEGE OR PROGRAM OF THE UNIVERSITY. 
Students who earn their University College credit hours at UNM 
and transfer students who present fewer than six hours of credit in 
English composition courses for admission will demonstrate competence 
in the writing of English by passing English 102 at UNM with a grade 
of C or better. 
Transfer students who present six or more hours of credit in English 
composition courses for admission will demonstrate competence in the 
writing of English by passing the Communications Skills Test (CST) 
administered by the English Department or by passing English 102 at UNM 
~ith a grade of C or better. 
Transfer students who mus t satisfactorily complete either English 102 
or the CST will be admitted provisionally to the University, with the 
expectation that the requirement will be satisfied during the first semester 
of enrollment. 
Students may also demonstrate competence in the writing of English by 
receiving a passing score on a national exam that tests writin. 
Passing score and acceptability of the exam is determined by the 
Testing Division. 
Present scores and exams accepted in lieu of English 102 or the CST are 
a score of 25 or better on the English portion of the ACT 
a score of 550 or better on the verbal portion of the SAT 
a passing score on the CLEP equivalent of English 102 
a passing score on the Michigan Test (for foreign students) 
A score on any other national exam determined by the Testing Division 
to be equivalent will also be accepted. 
r; -· f 
Second Evaluation of the University Skills Program 
(Basic Skills) 
Testing Division 
Rodney W. Young, Director 
Kirk Minnick, Asst. Director 
for Research and Data Management 
OVERVIEW 
The second edition to the evaluation of the University Skills Pro-
gram (Basic Skills) indicates that the proportion of students needing 
USP courses has somewhat declined over a three year period. This decline 
parallels the reported increase in ACT levels for beginning freshmen. 
Among the positive effects of the program was the finding that USP 
students from fall semester, 1979 took selected following courses in each 
area at a higher rate than the control group from fall semester, 1978, 
especially in the area of Math. These USP students also survived in the 
follow-on courses at a slightly higher rate than did the control students. 
In terms of readiness as measured by a special retaking of the ACT 
Assessment, there was a definite difference between the control group and 
the USP group in the area of· Math. The requirement to take a 100 level 
course in Math· improved mathematical skills and even prompted students to 
take additional courses in the area as noted above. No effect on the ACT 
retake was expected or found in the area of English between the two groups. · 
English 100 was a requirement for both the USP and the control students. 
No effect was found for Social Science and Natural Science although there 
was some tendency for the USP students in Natural Science to perform 
--- -·-
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better than control students. The factor appears to be the number of 
courses taken regardless of whether at the 100 level or not, suggesting 
that the issue may be one of mandatory courses for lower level s tudents. 
As far as retention is concerned, USP students survived a t basically 
the same rate as comparable control students. Differences i n retention 
seem to be associated with year of entry rather t han the existence of the 
program. There is no "same year" control group for within year compari-
son. 
Overal l grades for the control and USP groups were appr oximately the 
same, i ndicating similar performance regardless of whether in 100 level 
courses or not. 
Student perceptions were generally positive, more s o a t the end of 
the term t han at the beginning. 
Second Evaluation of the University Skills Program 
(Basic Skills) 
Testing Division 
Rodney W. Young, Director 
Kirk Minnick, Asst. Director 
for Research and Data Management 
2 
The University Skills Program (Basic Skills) is in its second year 
of operation at the University of New Mexico. The program began formally 
the fall semester of 1979 with four 100 level classes: English1 , Math, 
Social Science, and Natural Science. The Social Science (SS) 100 is 
offered by the departments of American Studies, Anthropology, Economics, 
History, Political Science, Psychology, and ·Sociology. The Natural 
Science (NS) 100 is offered by the departments of Biology, Chemistry, 
Geology, and Physics. The English and Math courses carry three hours 
credit and the Social Science and Natural Science courses carry four. 
Students are placed into -these USP classes (the program is mandatory) 
if their ACT scores are below certain levels or if they are conditionally 
admitted with high school deficiencies in the respective areas. In Eng-
lish the established placement score is 18 and lower. In Math the 
placement score is 7 and lower. The placement score for Social Science 
is 13 and lower and for Natural Science, 17 and lower. If students have 
high school admission deficiencies, they are also placed in the respective 
classes regardless of scores. To minimize error in the placement proce-
dure, challenge tests are available for those students who feel their 
1 The English 100 course has been a required course since 1975. 
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placement is in error. 
The first phase of the program evaluation was reported in March, 
1980 in a joint report by the Testing Division and the Provost's Office, 
This preliminary report covered the first semester's performance, student 
and ~aculty perception, and the spring semester retention figure. In 
general USP students performed much as they would have been expected to 
perform on the basis of their lower entering test scores. Their overall 
GPA was 1.84; the overall GPA for all freshmen was 2.09. USP students 
perceived their classes favorably and indicated that they felt more posi-
tive at the end of the semester than at the start. They also overestimated 
the kinds of grades they would receive, which may well be a characteristic 
of freshmen in general rather than USP students. In terms of retention, 
USP students returned for the spring semester at a rate of 81 percent com-
1 pared to a control group's rate of 78 percent. The control group was 
created from the preceding year's freshman class by applying the same 
placement criteria. 
The second phase of the USP evaluation, which is the content of this 
report, covers four semesters plus a summer session for both the control 
group and the first USP group. The fall 1980 US~ group includes two 
semesters. This report will concentrate briefly on the types of students 
involved in the USP, the performance of USP students, retention, readiness, 
Patterns of follow-on courses, retaking of 100 level courses, and student 
perceptions. Three groups are· identified for consideration: (1) the con-
1 Reported at 77.3 percent for the control group and 80.3 for the USP 
group last year; subsequently corrected and rounded- off to 78 and 81 
Percent. 
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trol group from Fall, 1978; (2) the first USP group from Fall, 1979; and 
(3) the USP group from Fall, 1980. The spring semester groups are not 
included in the evaluation. 
It should be noted that the evaluation of the University Skills Pro-
gram or any educational program is an extremely complicated task and that 
the one semester evaluation done last year and the four semester evalua-
tion this year can only give approximate results. Only with long term 
evaluation, including dispersion of students, stop out rates, graduation 
rates, transfer-to-other institutions rates, and after-graduation success 
could a truly accurate picture of program effectiveness be created. The 
burden and improbability of such research warrants urging faculty and 
administrators to interpret any results at this time with caution. 
USP Students 
According to Testing Division records there has been a gradual, but 
definite decrease in the percentage of students meeting the placement 
criteria and an accompanying decrease in the proportion of student credit 
hours specific to the program. The control group--those freshmen from 
the 1978 fall semester meeting the placement criteria--constituted 61 
percent of the class. The first USP group from the F.all of 1979 included 
59 percent of that freshman class. The newest fall group, from 1980, was 
58 percent of its class. In regard to the proportion of student credit 
hours that would be from the program, the control group would have had 
34 percent of its student credit hours in the program while the proportion 
for the 1979 group was 32 percent and for the 1980 group, 31 percent. 
These figures are based 'on the average number of USP classes that each 
group was required to take. The control group was 2.2 and the two USP 
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groups were 2.1. These comparisons are summarized in Table 1. 
Control Group 
1st USP Group 
2nd USP Group 
Table 1 
Three Year Comparison of Students 
Meeting USP Placement Criteria 
N % SCH. in USP 
(1978) 1518 61% 34% 
(1979) 1543 59% 32% 
(1980) 1406 58% 31% 
Avg. N of 
USP Classes 
2.2 
2.1 
2.1 
2 17 
'' 
Within the areas (English, Math, Social Science, or Natural Science), 
a similar diminishing trend is noticeable, primarily in NS and SS. This 
finding is also corroborated by improvement in ACT scores in these two 
areas since 1978 while the English average has held more constant (see 
Testing Division booklet, UNM and ACT: A Year by Year Profile, 1980-1981). 
The increase in Math ACT scores has not shown as much change in the need 
for USP Math courses. This results from a significant number of place-
ments into Math because of high school deficiencies. Table 2 illustrates 
the percentage of each .total freshman class to be placed in USP classes by 
area. 
Table 2 
Three Year Comparison of USP 
Placement by Area 
Eng. Math ss 
NS 
Control (1978) 50% 15% 
35% 31% 
Group 1 (1979) 51% 15% 
32% 29% 
Group 2 (1980) " 49% 14% 
32% 27% 
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Appendix A illustrates the exact breakJown of these three groups into 
each area and combination of areas. USP students are in one of fifteen 
categories as to the number and com~ination of the four areas. 
Also of some interest is the background location of USP students. 
This information can be summarized by noting the number and percentage of 
students from APS, students from other New Mexico high schools, New 
2. 
Mexico students without high school designation, and out-of-state students. 
Table 3 summarizes the high school origin of USP students for two years in 
comparison to the total freshman class. 
· Table 3 
Background Location of USP Students 
1979 1980 
Total Total 
Class USP Class USP 
APS 45% 41% 44% 41% 
Other NM High Schools 23% 24% 25% 25% 
NM w/o High School 20% 25% 18% 23% 
. 
Out-of-State 11% 10% 12% 12% 
From the information in Table 3, it can be noted that the only sig-
nificant discrepancies between the USP percentages and the total percentages 
are for students who are New Mexico residents but who have not designated 
their high schooll and APS students. If the USP is reflective of the 
1Thes 11 h t dents who complete the ACT Assessment after e are genera y t es u h take residual ACI 
they are out of high school. A large portion oft ese 
tests (after national test dates and specific to UNM). 
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total class, there will be no discrepancy between the total percentage 
and the USP percentage. The noted discrepancies indicate that the New 
Mexico students without high school designation are MORE represented in 
USP than in the total class while APS students are LESS represented. The 
non-designated in-staters are contributing more students to USP than would 
be expected while APS is contributing fewer. 
General Performance 
The general performance of students in USP was comparable to the 
performance of control group students. USP students had a cumulative GPA 
of 1.83 after three semesters and a summer session. The control group's 
GPA was a nearly identical 1.87. The accepted hours was 38.3 for the 
control group and 35.1 for the USP group, a discrepancy reflecting the 
required 100 level courses. In regard to the 1980 USP group, the first 
semester GPA was 1.83, essentially the same as the 1979 USP's 1.84 first 
semester GPA. The university experience appears to be constant, affecting 
students in approximately the same way as far as grades and acceptable 
hours. Establishing the value of mandatory special courses requires look-
ing at the situation in other ways, which will be discussed in the following 
pages; however, one specific value that will not be considered but that 
needs mention is the probable beneficial effect on the quality of "101" 
level courses. As a result of requiring high risk students to take 100 
level courses first, the students enrolling in the "101" type courses are 
a more homogeneous population and therefore more likely to succeed. This 
benefit to the University should not be overlooked even though there is 
no attempt at quantifying this effect in this report. 
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Student Retention 
One of the most significant concerns in the program evaluation is 
student retention. The program is intended to improve readiness skills, 
which should result in a better survival rate. The first evaluation 
noted a one-semester retention advantage for the USP group over the con-
trol group. No attempt was made at that time to determine whether the 
USP's advantage was a function of the year rather than the program. The 
control group and the USP group were assumed to be equal after noting 
essentially equal characteristics (sex, ethnicity, ACT scores, and math 
deficiencies). The one-semester retention rates were then determined and 
compared, favoring the USP group. This year, to add to the retention 
perspective, the retention rate for the ?on-USP students was calculated 
to note whether the difference in retention between the control group and 
the USP group was a phenomenon of the different years represented by the 
1 two groups. 
Before noting the findings, however, it is importa~t to note that the 
definition of retention used here does NOT include students transferring 
lo other institutions nor those stopping out for longer periods of time 
than that covered by this study. The retention figures presented in this 
report are primarily useful in comparing the control and USP groups, 
rather than presenting a compreh~nsive picture of student retention at UNM. 
The one-semester retention rates for the two groups were 78 percent 
for the control group and 81 percent for the first USP group; however, 
when the same rate was determined for the students exempt from USP criteria 
1 This suggestion was made by Candace Schau, Associate Professor of 
Educational Foundations. 
-8-
2. 
(84 percent for 1978 and 85 percent for 19792), the retention advantage 
for the USP group seems to be somewhat related to the year rather than 
the program although there is still some hint that the USP's three percent 
advantage is larger than the 1979 exempt group's one percent advantage. 
To get as accurate an insight as possible into whether there was a reten-
tion advantage associated with the program, the semester by semester 
retention rates were determined.. These follow in Table 4. 
Control 
USP (1979) 
Table 4 · 
Semester by Semester Retention Rates 
Fall 
100% 
100% 
Spring 
78% 
81% 
Summer 
11% 
16% 
Fall 
53% 
55% 
Spring 
48% 
46% 
As Table 4 illustrates, the retention advantage of the USP group per-
sists until the last spring semester when it drops below the control group. 
If the USP's advantage is more a condition of the 1979 starting year than 
the program, as suggested above, then the final spring semester's loss 
would also be expected to result from the same thing. The same approach 
mentioned earlier was followed and the two exempt groups' retention rates 
were determ!ned for the latest semester. This resulted in a 63 percent 
rate for the 1978 exempt group and a 64 percent rate for the 1979 exempt 
group, just opposite what would be expected if the difference in years was 
considered to be the crucial variable. For some reason the 1979 exempt 
2 
Based on University College's retention rates. 
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group maintained its advantage over the 1978 exempt group while the USP 
group from 1979 lost its advantage over the control group from 1978. The 
better students continued as expected while the weaker students from 1979 
suddenly lost in relation to similar students from 1978 during their 
fourth semester. It seems improbable that such a delayed effect could be 
attributed to the program; however, it can be pointed out that changes in 
instit~tional policy did occur that might have affected the weaker 1979 
students more than their 1978 counterparts, but not the better students. 
The policy to average grades when students repeat courses rather than 
taking the higher grade might have affected the weaker students more and 
possibly contributed to their leaving. The 1978 group was one year 
further along when the policy changed, a time period this study does not 
cover. Another institutional policy change was the extension of the CST 
requirement to the BUS program. It seems plausible that this policy would 
affect the weaker students more and would catch the 1979 group at about 
the time they would be transferring out of University College. Support 
for this notion also comes from the reduced number of applications for the 
BUS program this semester (specific information available from Dean 
William Huber). 
Although these speculations may have some merit, the comparison of 
retention rates for the control group and the USP group is still not com-
pletely clear. Another approach compared the two groups on co~tinuous 
enrollment for four regular semesters (fall, spring, fall, spring). For 
the control group 42 percent attended continuously and for the USP group 
it was 41 percent, a non-significant difference. This approach was ex-
tended to note only those students who took at least 12 hours each of the 
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four semesters. This comparison yielded 25 percent for the control group 
and 26 percent for USP, again a non-significant difference. These two 
sets of comparisons seem to suggest that there is essentially uo differ-
ence in retention between the control group and the first USP group. 
The second USP group (1980) returned for the spring semester at a 
rate of 77 percent, four percent below the rate for the first USP group 
and one percent below the control group. The 1980 exempt group returned 
at a rate of 87 percent, the highest spring semester rate for the three 
exempt groups. The rate for USP students was slightly down while the rate 
for the exempt group was up. Again this seems to Suggest that during the 
Fall of 1980, something occurred that affected weaker students. It does 
not seem to be a program effect in that the first USP group had a high 
second semester retention rate. What is the same for both USP groups is 
that retention dropped for the current semester (Spring, 1981). The only 
pattern that seems to emerge is one that is related to specific time not 
one related to the USP. 
All of these different analyses taken in combination suggest that 
there is no retention effect associated with the program, at least within 
four semesters. A longer period of time might reveal a difference but it 
~ 
is unlikely that the difference could be accurately interpreted because 
of the potential dissimilarity between the year,s, resulting from new 
policies and different external forces. It does seem worthwhile to note, 
however, that adding to the number of courses that USP students are required 
to take does NOT deter them from pursuing their advanced education. Their 
persistence rate is basically the same as comparable students not taking 
additional courses. It seems logical to assume that this will result in 
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one definite difference between the groups. Because of the course require-
ment, USP students will take one or two more courses to graduate than if 
the program were not in existence, thereby extending the academic impact 
on them. 
Student Readiness 
In an effort to determine the effect of the program specifically on 
student readiness, a special retesting of the ACT was conducted on both 
the control group and the first USP group one year after entering UNM. 
The testing was done in October, 1979 for the control group and in October, 
1980 for the USP group. Students still in attendance one year after begin-
ning were contacted by means of a letter from President Davis request i ng 
that they participate in the retesting. Those that did participate were 
given a $5.00 book certificate from the UNM Bookstore for each test they 
retook, based on how many USP areas they were or would have been placed in. 
In each area, 100 students were planned for. The first 100 in each area 
were to be tested. Following are the numbers of students actually tested 
for each group by area: contro1~69 English, 30 Math, 101 SS, 94 NS; 
USP--101 English, 32 Math, 78 SS, 81 NS. The bias resulting from only 
testing survivors (the testing was one year after admission) and volunteers 
was acknowledged but considered approximately the same for the two groups. 
The unequal numbers between control and USP were accommodated statistically. 
The version of the ACT battery that was used for retaking was identical 
for both groups; the original admission testing was part of the regular ACT 
procedure which would not have been done with identical forms nor at the 
, - · 
same time. Although the admission test scores are valid scores, it is 
recommended by ACT that such scores not be used to assess gain unless both 
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a pre measure and a post measure are from an identical test form. This 
recommendation is largely based on the age-graded scoring procedures used 
by ACT. Students generally take the ACT Assessment as high school juniors, 
high school seniors, or after high school graduation. During each year 
there are five test dates and five sets of norms. The difficulty in using 
differences among these scores as indicators of absolute gain in knowledge 
is obvious. The best approach is to use an identical form. For this ex-
periment it was impossible to have an identical pre-post measure for both 
groups, but it was possible to have an identical post measure for both 
groups. The primary comparison was between the control group and the USP 
group on the post measure to look for group differences rather than 
attempting to compare the two groups on gain. The results from the pre 
testing were used as a covariate to assure that there was comparability 
between the two groups. Table 5 illustrates the results of this comparison. 
The statistical results of the covariate tests are not included; there was 
no relationship between the pre test results and group membership for any 
area. The F value results from the multiple regression analysis with the 
effects of the pre test (covariate) removed. It indicates whether the 
difference between the groups is statistically significant. 
Eng. 
Math 
ss 
NS 
Table 5 
Results of ACT Retake 
Analysis of Covariance {Multiple Regression Approach 
Control USP 
M SD N M SD N 
F 
13.9 3.9 69 14.6 4.1 101 
<1.0 
9.0 5.3 30 12.2 3.4 32 
7.0 
11.6 4.8 101 11.0 4.9 78 
<1.0 
14.6 4.4 94 15.7 4.9 81 
2.2 
p 
n / s 
<.01 
n/s 
n / s 
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If the referred to biases can be accepted, Table 5 indicates that 
only in the area of Math was there any statistical difference between the 
control group and the USP group, although a slight but statistically 
non-significant difference exists for NS. There would be no expected 
difference between the control and USP groups in the area of English 
(English 100 was required for both groups); however, differences would be 
expected in the other three areas. Some difficulty in interpretation re-
sults because of the inability to control the effects of other courses, 
courses that are not in the program. To get some insight into this con-
cern, the number of courses within the !espective areas was determined to 
see if any particular pattern would -be revealed. The average number of 
area-specific courses was calculated inciuding the 100 level courses so 
that the time period for each group would be the same. Again there should 
be no difference in English. 
Table 6 
Average Number of Courses Taken during Three Semesters 
for Groups Retaking ACT 
Control .USP 
M N M 
N 
Eng. 2.0* 69 2.1* 
1oi 
Math .8 30 1.9* 
32 
ss 2.7 101 
3.0* 78 
NS 1.3 94 
2.0* 81 
* Includes 100 level courses 
li his basically the same for the As expected, the average in Eng s 
two groups. In Math the USP group is substantially ahead of the control 
The 
group Math 100 was required for the USP group. essentially because 
0 -t logically related to the better performance on 
--. ra training in Math is 
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the ACT retake for the USP group. The required SS 100 does not appre-
ciably increase the number of courses taken in this area. These students 
took SS courses at about the same level regardless of whether the courses 
were required or not. In NS there is a difference, again resulting from 
the NS 100 requirement. This difference apparently seems to result in a 
slightly higher performance on the NS ACT retake, although not sufficient-
ly higher for statistical significance. Performance in Math appears to be 
quite sensitive to additional training. Any effect due to the USP courses 
in SS does not marerialize, nor does any strong difference develop in NS, 
although there is some indication of an effect. 
In general the ACT retake experiment indicates that additional train-
ing in Math (Math 100) improves mathematical ability. Taking SS 100 and 
NS 100 adds little to the retake performance, probably because -0f the con-
founding effects of other SS and NS courses. The primary difference seems 
to result from coursework. In the area of Math these USP students took one 
course more than the control students. In SS the difference was approxi-
mately one-third a course, and in NS two-thirds. The differences on the 
ACT retake between the control group and the USP group appear to be related 
to the number of courses taken in the area, regardless of whether 100 level 
or not. The issue may be one of whether courses should be mandatory or not 
!or weaker students. 
Follow-On Courses 
One of the questions raised about the University Skills Program was 
whether the 100 level courses were attracting students into 101 or higher 
courses in the respective areas and whether students were succeeding in 
these follow-on courses. To answer these questions, blocks of courses in 
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the respective areas were identified and completion of t hese courses in 
any of t he first three semesters and a swmner session were tabul ated f or 
the control group and the 1979 USP group. Comparability of data was an 
immediate concern in that the control group had access t o t hese courses 
one semester earlier than the USP group (USP students can not take 101 
level courses until they successfully complete t he 100 level cour s e ) . To 
gain meaning from this data the number of courses was averaged by t he 
available time. For the control group there were 3.5 semesters (count ing 
the summer session as one- half) and for the USP group there wer e 2.5 
semesters. The difficulty with this approach is that it assumes t hat the 
opportunities for courses is the same for spring semester as for fal l , 
when in fact the entire cycling of courses is generally based on a fall , 
spring, summer sequence. Nonetheless, this approach seemed the only way 
to gain some insight into the question of follow-on courses , although the 
normal sequencing of courses somewhat biases the results i n f avor of the 
1 
control group. The number of targeted 101 and higher level courses 
taken by each group was averaged by the number of s emesters and by t he 
number of students in a position to take courses. The number of students 
in a position to take courses is determined by t he number i n a t tendance 
Within an area minus those taking a 100 level class. English was included 
even though the 1978 and 1979 situations were the same t o i ndica te if the 
approach was stable. Only English 101 and 102 were targeted. Table 7 
1100 typical courses were selected for comparisons: 2 i n English, 10 in 
Math, 50 in SS, 38 in N.5. 
r. r, 
. ' ( 
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illustrates the average number of courses taken in one semester's time. 
The numbers are small and represent the average number of courses taken 
by each student in each semester--3.5 semesters for the control group and 
2.5 semesters for the USP group. The actual formula was the number of 
times the courses were taken by the group divided by the product of 
either 3.5 or 2.5 and the sum of the students available semesters 1, 2, 
su10I1er, and 3. 
Eng. 
Math 
ss 
NS 
Table 7 
Average Number of Follow-On Courses 
Per Student Per Semester 
Control USP 
.18 .21 
.05 .19 
.25 .36 
.10 .16 
Adj. USP* 
.16 
.31 
.14 
* Adjusted according to the control-USP ratio in English which 
should be the same between groups. 
Table 7 illustrates that USP students took more follow-on courses in 
the respective areas. In each area USP students completed more of the 
targeted "101" courses than did the control group. The most noticeable 
difference is in the area of Math. USP students took an average of .19 
post-100-level courses each semester while control students took only .05. 
Essentially USP students took more than three times as many courses as did 
the control students. The same pattern exists if the "Adjusted USP" 
column is noted. The adjustment is based on the assumption that no differ-
ence should exist in English between the two groups or years. If the 
I -
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control-USP ratio for English is applied to the other three areas, the 
adjusted figure results, .which then is a figure corrected for the effect 
the different years might have. It should also be noted that there is an 
implicit assumption that any shift in majors between the 1978 and the 1979 
groups is not affecting the course patterns. It appears that USP students 
tended to take more follow-on courses than did the control group students. 
In addition to taking more follow-on courses, the USP group also 
fared better than the control group. The pass rate in Math, SS, and NS 
was somewhat higher for the USP students than the control. Table 8 docu-
ments the general success rate in the targeted follow-on courses. Again 
no difference is expected in the area of English. 
Table 8 
Comparison of Pass Rates in Follow-On Courses 
Control USP 
Eng. 89% 
88% 
Math 53% 
68% 
ss 76% 
80% 
~ 73% 
76% 
The improved p~ss rate along with the increased number of courses, 
area Of Math' i s noteworthy and deserving of careful 
especially in the 
consideration. 
Retaking 100 Level Courses 
how students fared who retook the Another area of some concern was 
100 level courses. The current policy is that USP students can not con-
tinue in any of the four areas until they complete the respective 100 
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level course with a grade of C or better. The retaking of 100 l evel 
courses was documented for the 1979 USP group. This information is 
presented in Table 9, which follows: 
Table 9 
USP Students Retaking 100 Level Courses 
Retook Improved 'C' <;>r Better 
English 
One Retake 130 87 87 
Two Retakes 10 5 5 
Math 
One Retake 70 33 26 
Two Retakes 11 9 8 
ss 
One Retake 102 69 61 
Two Retakes 3 0 0 
NS 
One Retake 76 46 43 
Two Retakes 0 0 0 
Table 9 primarily reveals a persistence factor. In t hree areas--
English, Math, and SS--there were students who took the 100 level course 
three times (two retakes). In all four areas, students repea t ed t he 
' 100 level courses at least once. The overall success ratio for repeaters 
was 57 percent. In other words, -57 percent of those students retaking a 
course eventually earned a 'C' or better. 
Student Per ceptions 
Student perceptions of the USP cl asses were again gener ally favorable. 
A 26-item questionnaire (20 questions for Math and Engli s h , t he s ix addi-
tional items pertaining to lab or discussion i n SS and NS ) was administered 
to Students in the Fall 1980 USP classes just prior to final exams • The 
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results of the questionnaire for the Fall of 1979 and 1980 are presented 
as Appendix B. It can be noted that again this year USP students were 
more favorably inclined toward their classes at the end of the term t han 
at the beginning. Question 19 asked the students about t heir initial 
feelings toward their USP courses. A response of 1 was "good" and a re-
sponse of 5, ''bad". The initial feelings in English, Math, SS, and NS 
were 3.4, 3.1, 3.3, and 3.4 respectively while final feelings--Question 20--
were 2.4, 1.9, 2.5, and 2.4. In each area final feelings were more positive 
than initial by a full position. The students fel t better about their 100 
level classes after having a semester's work. 
Another point of interest was the level of difficulty . In regard to 
the majority of questions, the responses averaged less t han 3.0, which 
would be to the positive side. Questions dealing with course and material 
difficulty~items 3, S, and 8--tended to average about 3.0, which is a 
middle score indicating neither too bard nor too easy. What makes these 
items noticeable is that the other items tended to average nearer 2.0. 
The students generally rated their courses positively but were less posi-
tive about difficulty level. 
Question 14 dealt with class size. This question, like the questions 
pertaining to difficulty level, was responded to with a neutral answer . 
Students were somewhat less positive toward class size than to other class 
traits. 
Those questions pertaining to labs and discussion sections were also 
responded to positively with the only neutral response again being class 
size. 
A final point of interest from the student perception questionnaire 
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was the expected grades. Toe questionnaire was administered r ight before 
final exams and still the students significantly overestimated the kinds 
of grades they would receive. Toi s was noted last year and is again 
u ges st s iscrepancy , which may well noticeable this year. Table 10 s g t hi d · 
be a phenomenon of freshmen rather than USP students. 
Eng. 
Math 
ss 
NS 
Summary 
Table 10 
Expected GPA vs Actual GPA 
1979 
Exp. Actual Exp. 
2.s · 2.0 2.3 
2.7 1.6 2.8 
2.7 1.9 2.8 
2.3 1.8 2.5 
1980 
Actual 
1. 7 
1. 6 
2.0 
1.9 
In review, this year's addition to the evaluation of the University 
Skills Program has indicated that USP students perform much like other 
students at the same level. Overall grades for the control and USP 
groups are approximately the same. Similarly USP students persist at 
about the same rate as other comparable students. In terms of readiness 
as measured by ACT there is a definite and significant effect in the area 
of Math. Requiring students with limited mathematical skill or training 
to take a 100 level course improves their ability. It also prompts these 
students to take other courses in Math. It can also be noted that USP 
students tend to take more follow-on courses in SS and NS than their 
counterparts and succeed at a slightly higher rate. A little better than 
half of the students who retake their 100 level courses eventually ccmplete 
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them at a satisfactory level. Finally, student perceptions of the USP 
courses are favorable, more so at the end of the term than retrospectively 
at the beginning. 
Skills Center Addendum 
by Susan Deese, Director 
The primary services provided by the Skills Center during the Fall of 
1980 were individual tutoring, study skills workshops, and regular content 
area workshops. 
The Skills Center provided individual tutoring services to 398 students 
enrolled in University Skills courses. Several of these students were en-
rolled in and received tutoring for more than one U~iversity Skills course. 
When adjusted for these duplications, the equivalent of 438 students were 
tutored~ Of these students 95. were referred to the Center by faculty re-
ferrals. An additional 50 students in Math 120 and 121 were tutored on a 
time-restricted basis--Tuesday mornings and Thursday evenings only. 
Study skill workshops covering the topics time management, note-taking, 
and test-taking were held in the Skills Center during the month of September. 
These workshops were open to all University students. The following is a 
breakdown of attendance according to topic: 
Time Management 167 
Note-taking 43 
Test-taking 47 
Math 100/Test-taking 19 
Total 276 
Regular content area workshops or labs were conducted for Math 100, 
English 100, and Geology 100/math students. There were 133 University 
Skills students who did not receive individual tutoring but were served 
/ 
through these workshops. Ten English 101 or 102 students also attended 
these workshops. 
Other services provided by the Skills Center include in-class 
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presentations of study or reading skills; Skills Center orientations; 
library instruction tours; special workshops for book reports, oral pre-
sentations, and midterm reviews; development of cloze tests to determine 
reading level; and consultations with faculty and teaching assistants 
concerning teaching skills through content area. 
2.: 
Eng . 
Math 
ss 
NS 
Eng. and Math 
Eng. and SS 
Eng. and NS 
Math and SS 
Hath and NS 
SS and NS 
Eng. and &th and ss 
Eng. and Hath and NS 
Eng. and SS and NS 
Math and SS and NS 
Eng. and Math and SS 
TOTAL 
Appendix A 
Combinations of .Basic Skills Classes 
1978 
(Control) 1979 
351 (23%) · 409 (26%) 
31 ( 2%) 40 ( 2%) 
80 ( 5%) 57 ( 4%) 
52 ( 3%) 56 ( 4%) 
38 ( 2%) 42 ( 3%) 
177 {12%) 176 (11%) 
99 ( .7%) 108 ( 7%) 
9 ( 1%) 10 ( 1%) 
12 ( 1%) 10 ( 1%) 
45 ( 3%) 37 ( 2%) 
35 ( 2%) 46 ( 3%) 
30 ( 2%) 36 ( 2%) 
319 (21%) 310 {20%) 
10 ( 1%) 10 ( 1%) 
and NS 230 (15%) 200 {13%) 
1518 1547 
1980 
342 (24!) 
42 ( 3%) 
81 ( 6%) 
39 ( 3%) 
55 ( 4~) 
189 (13%) 
99 ( 7!) 
4 ( . 5%) 
11 ( 1%) 
38 ( 3%) 
33 ( 2%) 
34 ( 2%) 
267 (19%) 
5 ( .5%) 
167 (12%) 
1406 
. . 
Appendix B ... 
. " 
Student Perceptions of Skills Classes 
Average Response 
1979 1980 
1. General Rating Eng. 
2.3 2. 4 
1 = Excellent Mth 
2.2 2. 0 
S = Very Poor ss 2.3 
2.3 
NS 2.7 2. 3 
2. Expectations Understood Eng. 
2.0 1.9 
1 = Almost Always Mth 
1.7 1.6 
5 = Almost Never ss 
1.9 2 . 0 
NS 2.3 2. 0 
3. Difficulty Level Eng. 
3.0 2 . 9 
1 = Too Advanced Mth 
3.0 2 . 9 
S = Too Elementary ss 
2.8 3. 1 
NS 2.8 2 . 8 
4. Purpose Understood Eng. 
1.8 1.8 
1 = Almost Always Mth 
1. 7 1.6 
5 = Almost Never 
ss 2.0 2 . 1 
NS 2. 4 2 . 1 
5. Reading and Problem Level Eng. 
3.1 3 .1 
1 • Extremely Difficult 
Mth 3.0 2 . 8 
5 = Extremely Easy 
ss 2.7 3 . 0 
NS 2.8 2 . 8 
6. Assignments Valuable 
Eng. 2.1 2 . 1 
1 = Strongly Agree 
Mth 1.9 2. 0 
5 • Strongly Disagree 
ss 2.2 2 . 3 
NS 2.5 2 . 1 
7. Returned Work Discussed 
Eng. 2.1 2. 2 
1 • Yes, Adequately 
Mth 2. 3 1.8 
5 = No, Not Enough 
ss 1.7 1.9 
NS 2.2 2.0 
8 • · Material Level 
Eng. 3.1 3 . 0 
1 • Too Difficult 
Mth 3. 2 2. 9 
5 • Rather Easy 
ss 2.9 3 . 2 
NS 2.8 2 . 9 
9. Amount Learned 
Eng. 2.2 2 . 1 
1 • A Great Deal 
Mth 2.1 1.8 
5 • Very Little 
ss 2.1 2 .1 
NS 2.4 2 . 0 
1979 1980 
10. Would Recommend Course 
Eng. 2. 4 2. 4 
1 = Highly Recommend Mth 
2.1 1.9 
5 = Not Recommend ss 
2. 4 2.5 
NS 2. 9 2. 4 
11 . Problem Sol ving Improved 
Eng . 2.5 2. 4 
1 = Strongly Agree 
Mth 2.0 1.8 
5 c Strongly Disagree ss 
2.6 2.6 
NS 2. 7 2. 4 
12 . Sough_t Help 
Eng . 2.7 2.7 
1 =- Always 
Mth 2.6 2.1 
5 = Never 
ss 2.7 2. 8 
NS 2. 8 2.5 
13. Teaching Quality 
Eng. 2.0 2. 1 
1 = Very Enthusiastic 
Mth 2. 0 2. 0 
5 = Very Unenthusiastic 
ss 1.8 2.0 
NS 2.3 2. 1 
14 . Class Size 
Eng . 3.0 3 . 0 
1 = Too Large 
Mth 2. 7 
2.7 
5 = Too Small 
ss 3.0 
3.0 
NS 2.9 3.0 
15. Course Value 
Eng. 2.2 
2 .1 
1 = Extremely Valuable 
Mth 2.0 
1.9 
5 = Not Valuable 
SS · 2.4 
2 . 4 
.NS 2. 8 
2 .3 
16 . I nstructor Concerned 
Eng. 1.9 
1.9 
1 = Strongly Agree 
Mth 2. 2 
2 . 1 
5 = Strongly Disagree 
ss 1.8 
1.9 
NS 2.4 
2 . 2 
17 . Gr ade Expected 
Eng . GPA 2.5 
2.3 
Mth GPA 2. 7 
2 . s 
ss GPA 2. 7 
2 . s 
NS GPA 2. 3 
2 . 5 
18. Applies to Other Courses 
Eng. 2. 5 
2 . 5 
1 = Strongly Agree 
Mth 3.2 
2. 9 
ss 2.8 
2 . 6 
5 = Strongly Disagree NS 3.1 
2 . 9 
19 . Initial Feelings 
Eng. 3. 4 
3 . 4 
Mth 3.1 
3 . 1 
1 • Good ss 3.4 
3 . 3 
NS 3.6 
3. 4 
20. Final Feelings 
Eng. 2. 4 
2.4 
Mth 2. 2 
1.9 
1 • Good ss 
2.5 2 . 5 
5 • Bad NS 
2.9 2 . 4 
( 
21. Lab/Disc Size 
1 • Too Large 
5 = Too Small 
22. Lab/Disc Clarified Lecture 
1 = Almost Always 
5 a Almost Never 
23. Lab/Disc Importance 
1 = Very Important 
5 = Very Unimportant 
24. Lab/Disc Coordinated with Lecture 
1 = Almost Always 
5 • Almost Never 
25. Lab/Disc Exercises Related to Lecture 
1 = Often 
5 = Seldom 
26. Lab/Disc Instructors · Prepared 
1 = Well Prepared 
5 = Poorly Organized 
ss 
NS 
ss 
NS 
ss 
NS 
ss 
NS 
ss 
NS 
ss 
NS 
1979 
2.9 
2.9 
1.9 
2.5 
1980 
3.0 
2.9 
2.3 
2. 3 
1.9 
1.9 
2. 0 
2.1 
2. 0 
2 . 0 
1.7 
1.8 
